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Mayor McFarlane called the meeting to order and the following items were discussed with actions taken as shown:

2520 Ratchford Drive – Surplus Property Declaration.  Budget and Management Services Director Joyce Munro summarized the following staff report:
What Is Requested? 
That the Committee recommend to City Council that it declare as surplus and authorize the sale of a portion of tile City’s real property interest located at 2520 Ratchford Drive containing approximately .087 acres (3,820 ( sq. ft.) to DD Mellowfield II, LLC for $100.00, subject to the negotiated offer and upset bid process with the condition that the winning bidder pay all advertising costs accrued during the upset bid process. 

Background: 

The City has received a request from property owner DD Mellowfield II, LEC to purchase an existing City of Raleigh-owned sanitary sewer easement on their property.  The City acquired the easement in 2003, by dedication in advance of the development through a previous property owner.  The existing sewer easement that extends into the property is not needed in its entirety to serve the development that is now proposed on the property. 

Once constructed, sanitary sewer service will be provided to the proposed building at a location closer to Meadow Wood Boulevard (currently Ratchford Drive); therefore, this sewer easement sale is necessary to eliminate a conflict with the proposed building, and to allow the ability to slope grades so as to reduce and/or eliminate the amount of retaining walls.  The Public Utilities Department has reviewed this request and indicated that the City should retain an 892 square foot area at the beginning of the existing sewer easement off Meadow Wood Boulevard (currently Ratchford Drive), and agrees to relinquish the rest of the easement and offer for sale.  Please see attached survey for further reference. 

The petitioner of the sale has agreed to pay all cost associated with the sale of surplus property, which will include a minimum bid of $100.00 plus advertisement cost associated with the upset bid process.  The easement has no other value to the City of Raleigh.  The City’s Public Utilities Department has approved the sale of this portion of the easement. 

Additional Property Data: 
2520 Ratchford Drive  - Real Estate ID 0349929 (PIN 1715527746) 

· Date City was granted the easement: 2003 via dedication as note on recorded plat BM 2003 PG 426 

· Acquisition Price: Dedication 

· Zoning: CUD O&I-2 

Previous Council Action: None 

Recommendation: 

That the Committee recommend to City Council that it declare as surplus and authorize the sale of approximately .087 acres or 3,820 ( square feet of real property interest located at 2520 Ratchford Drive to DD Mellowfield H, LLC for $100.00, subject to the negotiated offer and upset bid process, with the winning bidder paying all accrued advertising costs. 

Mr. Crowder moved to uphold staff’s recommendation.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Weeks, put to a vote, and passed unanimously.  Mayor McFarlane Ruled the motion adopted.

11412 Falls of Neuse Road – Surplus Property Declaration.  Budget and Management Services Director Joyce Munro summarized the following staff report:

What Is Requested? 
That the Committee recommends City Council declare the property located at 11412 Falls of Neuse Road, Raleigh, NC surplus real property available for sale, and accept the bid of William D. & Elizabeth Jackson subject to the negotiated offer and upset bid process with the condition that the winning bidder pay all advertising costs accrued during the upset bid process. 

Background: 
11412 Falls of Neuse Road was purchased 7/30/2010 for $8,000, representing tax value at that time, as part of the Falls of Neuse Widening Phase II Project.  Due to the substantial right of way and easement areas and associated acquisition cost, which approached 80% of the 2010 tax value, the property was acquired in fee, with the intent of disposition of areas not needed for the road widening following completion of the project.  Staff has received interest from both adjoining property owners, as the remnant would be useful to them for addition to their property, rather than sold as a stand-alone parcel, which would not meet development requirements, due to size and configuration.  The adjacent owners have discussed the matter of purchasing the property, and Mr. & Mrs. William Jackson will be submitting a bid of the City’s suggested purchase price of $5,923.  The purchase price is derived from the assessment pending against the property for the Falls of Neuse Widening project.  The winning bidder will have to dedicate 15 feet of right-of-way for future widening needs. 

Additional Property Data: 

11412 Falls of Neuse Road, Raleigh, NC (Tax ID 0173712) 

· Land Size: 7,840.8 Square Feet (.18 acres) 

· Zoning: R-4 

· Tax Value: $3,120.00 (land only, no building on lot) 

Previous Council Action: None 

Recommendation: 

That the Committee recommends City Council declare the property located at 11412 Falls of Neuse Road surplus real property available for sale, and accept the bid of $5,923.00 from William D. & Elizabeth Jackson, subject to the negotiated offer and upset bid process with the condition that the winning bidder pay all advertising costs accrued during the upset bid process along with the recommended stipulations described in the background section above. 

Mr. Crowder moved to uphold staff’s recommendation.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Weeks, put to a vote, and passed unanimously.  Mayor McFarlane ruled the motion adopted.
11612 Falls of Neuse Road – Property Rezoning Declaration.  Budget and Management Services Director Joyce Munro summarized the following staff report:

What Is Requested? 

That the Committee recommends that City Council authorize staff to initiate the rezoning of the city-owned property located at 11612 Falls of Neuse Road, Raleigh, NC. 
Background: 
The property was purchased 7/30/2010 for $135,000, representing the appraised value of the lot and improvements at that time, as part of the Falls of Neuse Road Phase II Widening.  Due to the right of way and easement acquisition cost, which approached 80% of the appraised value, the property was acquired in fee, with the intent of disposition of areas not needed for the road widening following completion of the project.  The single family dwelling and storage building on the property at the time of acquisition were demolished as part of the road widening project. 
Prior to marketing a surplus City-owned property, the City’s Real Estate Divisions routes the property to each City Department to ensure there is not a need to retain the property or property interest, i.e. easements for future City use.  The result from the routing of this property was identification by Public Works Engineering of the need to retain 15 feet of additional right-of-way for future widening purposes.  Planning suggested that to be in keeping with the Comprehensive Plan for lots fronting major thoroughfares that the City considers re-zoning the property to a commercial use as opposed to marketing it at the current zoning of R-4 (see attached memo).  The adjacent lot to the north with frontage on Falls of Neuse Road is currently zoned O&I CUD, with a similar zoning sought for the City’s properly through the standard rezoning process.  There are four adjacent lots south of the City’s property with R-4 zoning.  The frontage for these properties is on Tabriz Point, a connector road.  No other City department had interest in the retention of this property or other real estate interests from this property. 
Additional Property Data: 

11612 Falls of Neuse Road, Raleigh, NC (Tax III 0052174) 

· Land Size: 18,257 Square Feet (.42 acres) 
· Zoning: R-4 
· Tax Value: $71,500.00— (land only, no building on lot) 
Previous Council Action: None 

Recommendation: 

That the Committee recommends to City Council that it authorize staff to initiate the re-zoning of the City’s property located at 11612 Falls of Neuse Road through the normal re-zoning petition process to be completed by the City’s Planning Department. 
Mr. Crowder noted since this would be a conditional use zoning, questioned whether the conditions would be the same as on the adjacent property with Planner Dhanya Sandeep responded the conditions will be similar to those on the adjacent property;  however the conditions will be appropriate to the Unified Development (UDO) standards.  Mr. Crowder questioned whether the UDO standards would be more restrictive with Ms. Sandeep responding by summarizing the following staff report:

As part of the City Property Disposition Evaluation process, Planning and Development staff has performed a Comprehensive Planning analysis of the property located at 11612 Falls of Neuse Road.  Based on that analysis, staff believes it would be appropriate for the City to rezone the property prior to disposition in order to implement the adopted policies of the Comprehensive Plan. 
Recommendation: 

Request that City Council authorize a city-initiated rezoning petition for the parcel from Residential-4 (R-4) to Office Mixed Use-three stories-Conditional Use (OX-3-CU).  Relevant portions of conditions derived from the adjacent parcel zoned O&I-1 CUD (11616 Falls of Neuse) regarding physical site development should be included to ensure compatibility with its development parameters and provide transition protection for the adjacent residentially-zoned properties.  Once rezoned, the property would be advertised for disposition through the upset bid process. 
Current Zoning and Access 

The property at 11612 Falls of Neuse Road is currently zoned Residential-4.  The parcel to its immediate north is zoned Office and Institution-1 Conditional Use District (Z-78-2004) and subject to be remapped to a comparable UDO zoning district through the city’s remapping initiative underway.  The primary access to the subject property is from Falls of Neuse Road, classified in the Comprehensive Plan as a Major Street.  The Street Typology map designates Falls of Neuse as a Secondary Arterial, 6-Lane Divided Avenue.  The remaining parcels zoned for residential use in this block are internally oriented, deriving their primary access from Tabriz Pt. 
Future Land Use 

The property is designated for Office and Residential Mixed Use on the future land use map.  The Office and Residential Mixed Use category is applied primarily to frontage lots along major streets where low density residential uses are no longer appropriate, as well as office parks and developments suitable for a more mixed-use development pattern.  This category encourages a mix of residential and office use.  Retail not ancillary to employment and/or residential uses is discouraged so that retail can be more appropriately clustered and concentrated in retail and mixed-use centers at major intersections and planned transit stations.  OX is the closest corresponding zoning district.  Higher-impact uses such as hotels and hospitals are not contemplated or recommended in this land use category except as limited uses in appropriate locations.  Heights would generally be limited to four stories when near neighborhoods, with additional height allowed for larger sites and locations along major corridors where adjacent uses would not be adversely impacted.  Since the subject property borders a single-family neighborhood along its southern edge, a maximum height of 3 stories would be appropriate. 
Comprehensive Plan Analysis Summary 

Per Comprehensive Plan policy LU 7.3 Single-Family Lots on Major Streets, no new single-family residential lots should have direct vehicular access from Major Streets, in an effort to minimize traffic impacts and preserve the long-term viability of these residential uses when located adjacent to Major Streets.  While the prior single-family use of this parcel could remain by right, sale of the property for redevelopment of a new single-family use is strongly discouraged to support the intent of policy LU 7.3.  Its current ownership of the land offers the City a favorable opportunity to implement the City’s future land use map designations and relevant policy recommendations of the Comprehensive Plan. 
Under the new UDO zoning districts, an OX zoning district would be considered compatible and consistent with the future land use map designation as well as meet the intent of policy LU 7.3.  Additionally, policy LU 5.4 Density Transitions states that low- to medium-density residential development and/or low-impact office uses should serve as transitional densities between lower-density neighborhoods and more intensive commercial and residential uses.  Where two areas designated for significantly different development intensity abut on the Future Land Use Map, the implementing zoning should ensure that the appropriate transition occurs on the site with the higher intensity (emphasis added).  This policy objective is further supported by Policy LU 5.6 Buffering Requirements where new development adjacent to areas of lower intensity should provide effective physical buffers to avoid adverse effects.  Buffers may include larger setbacks, landscaped or forested strips, transition zones, fencing, screening, height and/or density step downs, and other architectural and site planning measures that avoid potential conflicts.  Applying these policies to the subject site, a conditional use OX-3 zoning will allow the application of conditions on the property to assure a transition zone to buffer the adjacent residential neighborhood. 
If the city initiates a rezoning of the property, it will also meet the overall intent of Policies LU 1.1 Future Land Use Map Purpose, LU 1.2 Future Land Use Map and Zoning Consistency, and LU 1.3 Conditional Use District Consistency; and Action ED 5.6 that encourages maximizing the utility of publicly-controlled land.  Rezoning of the property as recommended prior to disposal offers the city the opportunity to lead, initiate, and attain consistency with the policy guidance recommended by the Comprehensive Plan. 
Clerk’s note: the report contained copies of an aerial photo of the subject property, the existing zoning map, and the future land use map.

Discussion took place regarding the existing adjacent property’s zoning conditions and proposed rezoning conditions for the City’s property with Mr. Stephenson expressing his desire to review the existing conditions for the adjacent property with regard to height restrictions, transitional yard buffers, etc.  Ms. Sandeep stated if the City Council approves initiating the rezoning process staff will bring the proposed conditions to the Council.  Mr. Stephenson stated he is not comfortable with approving the initiating the rezoning without seeing the existing conditions first.
Ms. Sandeep pointed out the UDO map will go live on the City’s web portal on May 19, 2014 and went on to state staff will make sure conditions for the proposed rezoning will be comparable to the existing conditions for the adjacent property.

Mr. Stephenson questioned whether it would be better to wait until the UDO remapping took place first with Ms. Sandeep pointing out staff was asked to take a look at how surplus property is disposed in light of the Comprehensive Plan and the UDO.

Following further discussion, Mr. Weeks moved to uphold staff’s recommendation to initiate the rezoning process on the subject property.  Mr. Stephenson seconded the motion on the condition the conditions be comparable to the UDO re-mapping.  Mr. Weeks accepted the condition.  The motion as conditioned was put to a vote and passed unanimously.  Mayor McFarlane ruled the motion adopted.
Item #11-18 – Residential Recycling Program.  Budget and Management Services Director Joyce Munro stated the City Council asked staff for a report discussing various waste reduction strategies.  She started staff doesn’t have a specific proposal at this time as the subject requires additional insight, review, and evaluation.  She stated staff prepared a presentation in order to get the Committee’s feedback and suggestions.

Solid Waste Services Director Fredrick Battle used a PowerPoint presentation to summarize a report included in the Committee’s agenda packet, the outline of which reads as follows:

Background

Since FY00: 

· Raleigh’s annual solid waste collection has increased by 29% or 38,000 tons
In past five years:

· Raleigh’s annual recycling tonnages have increased by 23%

· Diversion rate: 35%

Financial Analysis

State Comparison 

· Average garbage fee in NC: $12.49

· Raleigh’s garbage fee (includes yard waste): $9.70 

· $2.79 less than state average

Recent Efforts

· Multifamily Recycling: increased from 340 sites in 2008 to over 640 sites in 2014

· Big Belly garbage and recycling units serving Downtown

· Over 15 tons of recycling collected in the past two years that otherwise would have be thrown in trash cans

· Improved recycling at parks, recreational facilities

· Implemented biweekly recycling

· Recycling services provided at events

· Recycling/composting containers available for loan

· Recent Efforts

· Working with partners to promote recycling efforts

· America Recycles Day, Shred & Recycle events, “Recycle & Win” 

· Educational efforts - including tours of Sonoco Recycling, educational classes, & presentations

Options to Consider

· Radio Frequency Identification (RFID)

· Recycling Rebates

· Recycling Rewards

· Ordinances & Enforcement/Mandatory Recycling

· Increase Funding for Education & Marketing

· Expansion of Multi-Family Recycling: Dumpsters

· Curbside Collection of Food Waste

· Pay As You Throw (PAYT)

Radio Frequency Identification (RFID)

· The wireless use of radio-frequency electromagnetic fields to transfer data in order to identify and track tags attached to objects

· Records data such as location and the time of service

Components

· An RFID tag includes a chip that stores data & a radio wave antenna that transmits it

· An RFID reader 

· Software/databases to analyze data for inventory tracking & determining  participation levels

Cost

Implementation Cost: 

$275,000-600,000
Annual Cost: 


$75,000-175,000
Annual Revenue: 

$12,000-235,000
Annual Impact to SWS: 
$95,000-145,000
Pros 

· Improves operational efficiencies & customer service by allowing data-driven decisions  

· By tracking customer participation, we can tailor outreach/education efforts

Cons 

· Concerns of “Big Brother” monitoring citizens

· Costs of implementing program

Ways to Use RFID Technology

Recycling Rebates
· Rewards customers who recycle through reduced fees.

Cost

Implementation Cost: 

$250,000-550,000

Annual Cost: 


$350,000-850,000

Annual Revenue: 

$5,000-12,000

Annual Impact to SWS: 
$350,000-750,000

Pros
· Incentives could help increase recycling

Cons
· Cost to implement a program could offset any increased revenues from the increased recycling

· Increased staff responsibilities

· Excludes multi-family communities

Recycling Rewards
· Rewards customers who recycle through prizes

Cost

Implementation Cost: 


---

Annual Cost: 


$500,000-600,000

Annual Revenue: 

$30,000-65,000

Cumulative Impact to SWS: 
$700,000-$1.9 million (Assuming a five year contract with vendor)

Pros

· Acts as an incentive for residents to recycle

· Unlike Recycling Rebates, managed by contractor

· Results have shown recycling increases (11%- 30%)

Cons
· Likelihood of changing behavior? 

· High cost: $1.8 million paid to a contractor  

· Excludes multi-family communities

New Ordinances (Mandatory Recycling) & More Code Enforcement

· Establish new city ordinance(s) to make recycling mandatory – several possible options

· Could impose penalties for:

· Contaminating recyclables

· Recyclable material in garbage containers

· Illegal dumping of waste

Cost

Annual Cost: 


$250,000-550,000

Annual Revenue: 

$250,000-750,000

Annual Impact to SWS: 
$0-$250,000

Pros
· Compliance/recycling tends to increase

Cons

· Can be controversial or contentious

· Requires more code enforcement staff/resources

· Requires significant marketing & outreach for public buy-in

Increased Funding for Education

· Current funding for education, outreach, & marketing:  $0.46/household 

· Increase funding to $1.00/household

· recommended funding per Solid Waste Association of North America

Cost

Annual Cost: 


$120,500 - $180,000

Annual Revenue: 

$0 (Unknown)

Annual Impact to SWS: 
$120,500 - $180,000

Expand Multi-Family: Dumpsters

· Opportunity for expansion in this area by offering dumpster service for recycling

· 649 multi-family communities currently participating 

· 149 multi-family communities NOT currently participating

Cost

Implementation Cost: 

$260,000-695,000

Annual Cost: 


$178,000-245,000

Annual Revenue: 

$67,500-174,000
Annual Impact to SWS: 
$190,000-300,000
Pros
· For participating communities: provides a larger capacity for recyclable materials  

· For non-participating communities: many do not use our service because we do not offer dumpsters

Cons 

· Initial cost of equipment (trucks, containers, etc.)

· Placement of dumpsters could be difficult

Curbside Collection of Food Waste

· Could expand yard waste collection to include food waste

· Expenses may include:

· Specialized trucks to collect food waste ($250,000)

· Temporary composting sites ($30,000)

· Carts for collection

· Changes to Yard Waste Center’s facility, permitting, & testing

· Collection systems for leachate (liquid generated through composting process)

Cost

Implementation Cost: 
None if contracted out
$10 million upgrade to Yard Waste Center (if implemented in-house) & $4.4 million for new carts

Annual Costs: 
Contracted costs range $25-35/month per household
Revenues: 


$0
Impact to SWS: 

Could be substantial

Pros
· Reduces waste currently being taken to landfill

· Food waste comprised 15.1% of landfill in 2011

· 3.9% increase since 1998

Cons
· Cost: new trucks, additional permitting at the Yard Waste Center, public education

· Other disposal sites exist, but not nearby; would increase travel & operational costs

· Low participation is anticipated

Pay As You Throw (PAYT)

· A usage-pricing model for disposing of municipal solid waste

· Users are charged a rate based on how much waste they put out for collection  

· Treats waste as a utility, similar to electricity, natural gas, or water

· Increasing in popularity nationwide

· from around 100 programs in the late 1980s to more than 7,000 as of 2007 

· Average change in municipal solid waste tonnages: 

· 17-30% reduction in garbage going to landfills

· 30-60% increase in recycling tonnages

Can be implemented in various ways:

· Full-unit pricing: Residents pay for the garbage they want collected in advance by purchasing a tag, custom bag, or selected size container

· Partial-unit pricing: The City determines a maximum number of bags or containers of garbage, with collection paid by taxes or fees. Additional bags or containers are available for purchase should the resident exceed the permitted amount

· Variable-rate pricing: Residents can choose to rent a container of varying sizes (some programs offer up to five) with the price corresponding to the amount of garbage

PAYT: Different Cart Sizes

· Residents select the size/quantity of garbage containers for their weekly service

· Residents with larger/more carts pay more

Cost

Implementation Cost: 
$2.6-3.2 million

Annual Cost: 


$400,000-600,000

Annual Revenue: 

$30,000-350,000

Annual Impact to SWS: 
$115,000-$1.5 million

Pros
· Gives financial incentive for waste reduction/recycling

· Increases recycling revenues

Cons 

· Inventory problems

· Requires more code enforcement & outreach

· Could impose financial hardships on some residents

· Could meet resistance from some residents

· Some increase in illegal dumping noted

PAYT: Using Bags Inside Carts

· Customers put garbage in specially marked bags, then place those bags inside their existing carts

· Customers purchase the bags (or tags/stickers), usually through a contracted vendor

· Any garbage to be collected must be put in a marked bag

Cost

Implementation Cost: 
$500,000-1.2 million

Annual Cost: 


$250,000-$550,000

Annual Revenue: 

$30,000-350,000
Annual Impact to SWS: 
$115,000-$1.5 million
Pros
· Existing carts can be used

· Monthly fee ensures fixed costs are covered

· Gives financial incentive for waste reduction/recycling

Cons

· Revenues can be unpredictable

· Code enforcement officers needed for compliance

· Bags not reused contribute to the waste stream

· Inconvenient for residents

PAYT: Hybrid

Hybrid System

· Used in Austin, TX

· Joins a traditional collection system with an incentive-based system

· Base fee plus a fee per bag

Cost

Implementation Cost: 

$2.6-3.2 million

Annual Cost: 


$400,000-600,000

Annual Revenue: 

$30,000-350,000 
Annual Impact to SWS: 
$115,000-$1.5 million
Pros
· Requires little change in the billing system, containers, or collection systems

· Base service can be tailored to suit the community

· Gives financial incentive for waste reduction/recycling

· Same “pros” as Variable Can System

Cons

· Same “cons” as Variable Can System

Conclusion

Communities with high recycling & diversion rates share some or all of the following characteristics: 

· Mandatory Recycling

· PAYT Systems

· Food Waste Collection Programs

· Recycling Incentive Programs

These strategies could help reduce waste and increase recycling. 

Mr. Crowder pointed out a dip in the diversion rate for FY08 and questioned the factors that facilitated the reduction with Mr. Battle expressing his opinion there may have been economic factors involved.  Mr. Battle went on to point out the City began its roll cart program in FY09 and that increased the diversion rate.
Mr. Battle noted the City’s recycling carts have RFID chips imbedded in them.  He stated trucks can read which address the cart is assigned and note the time of dumping and the number of times the cart was used for recycling, etc.  In response to questions, he stated the RFID will identify households that are not recycling, wherein the City can respond by using incentives or penalties to encourage those households to recycle.

Mr. Weeks noted the RFID system records the data and questioned what would happen if there were no containers at the street at collection time and expressed his concern people may be unduly penalized for forgetting to put their carts out one week.  Mr. Battle reiterated the City could use incentives or penalty options to encourage the household to recycle.

Mr. Battle went on to point out an outside vender could be contracted to run the recycling rewards program; however studies showed less than 20 percent of the population participated in municipalities where this program is in place.  He went on to state the City of Austin, Texas enacted ordinances requiring all multi-family communities and commercial properties participate in the recycling program.  He pointed out the reason most multi-family communities in the City of Raleigh don’t participate in the recycling program is they prefer to use dumpsters.
The number of multifamily communities in the City of Raleigh was discussed briefly.

Mr. Stephenson questioned how the City’s handling commercial property recycling now with Mr. Battle responding there is no ordinance in place requiring commercial property participation.  Mr. Stephenson questioned whether there were any statistics available regarding commercial properties participating voluntarily with Mr. Battle responding he did not know of any studies available at this time.  

Mr. Crowder pointed out cardboard recycling is required by state law.

Mr. Battle noted the City of Seattle, Washington used a private contractor for its food waste recycling program and suggested Raleigh may want to consider this option.  He noted with the new recycling programs the City would have to re-certify its landfills from the least restrictive Type 1 to the more restrictive Type 3.  In response to questions, Mr. Battled stated only 3 percent of the Seattle population participate in the food waste recycling program.
Mr. Battle talked about setting up the Pay as You Throw (PAYT) program as an enterprise operation.  He stated the City of Austin had its PAYT program in place since 1991.  However, when the program was first started the City erred in the number and size of carts purchased for the program.  Austin assumed most of its citizens would prefer using the larger carts; however, it turned out the majority of the citizens preferred the smaller carts, so Austin had to spend more money to purchase additional smaller-sized carts.

Mr. Battle pointed out both Austin and the City of San Francisco, California, have subsidy programs in place to help senior citizens and low-income families participate in the PAYT programs.

Mr. Stephenson noted Raleigh has a 50 percent subsidy program already in place.

Mr. Battle pointed out Austin’s PAYT program is fully automated, and went on to talk about many municipalities paying a recycling process fee; however, Raleigh receives reimbursements for its recycled materials.

Raleigh’s solid waste fees versus the Austin’s PAYT fees were discussed with Assistant Solid Waste Director David Scarborough pointing out Austin’s program is a full enterprise fund and not subsidized by any general funding.
Mr. Crowder questioned how Austin dealt with multi-family and commercial properties with Mr. Battle responding Austin adopted an ordinance requiring multi-family and commercial property participation in the recycling program; however, Austin’s program has no system in place to track the amount of trash and recycling processed.  Mr. Crowder expressed his concern that most multi-family communities and commercial properties in Raleigh use dumpsters and private contractors.

Mayor McFarlane questioned Seattle’s role in the food waste recycling program since they use a private contractor with City Manager Hall stating the City would issue a Request for Proposal and recommend that vendor to any citizens wishing to participate in the program.

Mr. Battle talked about how the greater diversion to recycling may result in an increase in tipping fees at the landfill.

Mr. Weeks stated he sees more con’s than pro’s with staff’s report in that the greatest impact would be on the elderly and low-income families; that the City’s current program is already a hardship for some of these citizens.  He expressed his desire to solicit public opinion on this matter.

John Roberson, Solid Waste Management Director, Wake County, talked about the amount of trash processed at the East Wake Transfer Facility from commercial properties, multi-family communities, single family residences, and other municipalities throughout Wake County.

Councilor Bonner Gaylord talked about the amount of trash his household generates each week with 2 children in diapers and how he pays the same fees as a senior citizen who produces much less trash.  He expressed his desire to see a more equitable fee system in place so those who generate more trash pay a higher fee.

Mr. Crowder expressed the need to include commercial properties in the process as their participation will have an overall impact on tipping fees even though they use private contractors.

Harry Johnson, 601 Rosemont Avenue, stated he is a member of the Sierra Club and expressed his desire to have public discussion on waste reduction.  He stated the local chapter of the Sierra Club will be discussing this issue at its upcoming meeting at the Unitarian Universalist Fellowship on Wade Avenue and the public is invited to attend.

John Campbell, 1117 Baslow Brook Court, suggested the City move toward a utility fee system asserting this would generate greater participation in recycling.  He expressed the need for greater Code enforcement, and urged soliciting public suggestions on ways to eliminate the general fund transfer.
Mayor McFarlane agreed there is more work to do on this issue and questioned the price point to change public behavior.  She agreed with Mr. Weeks in that public input is needed.

Mr. Crowder expressed the need to look further at the equity issue and stated he would like to see data on the amount of tonnage generated by multi-family communities and single family dwellings.  He pointed out if the city were to go to a PAYT system it would put the burden of cost entirely on the single family residences, and that this program would need to be expanded to include multi-family communities and commercial properties.  

Mr. Stephenson indicated he echoes Mr. Crowder’s concerns.
Mayor McFarlane she would like staff to look at how the City could work within the current system to come up with a more equitable structure.

Mr. Stephenson noted if putting less waste in the landfill would result in an increase in tipping fees, he hoped the increase in recycling reimbursements would off-set that cost.  He stated he wanted to look at Austin’s and San Francisco’s subsidy programs and expressed his desire to get Raleigh’s participation up to at least 50 percent diversion.

Mr. Weeks indicated he is also concerned about the environment and stated he wanted to see an increased citizen education program.

City Manager Hall stated staff can bring information on other municipal programs to the Committee.

Mr. Crowder expressed his desire to solicit input from the City’s private partners.

The matter was held in Committee for further discussion.

Adjournment.  There being no further business, Mayor McFarlane announced the meeting adjourned at 12:11 p.m.

Ralph L. Puccini
Assistant Deputy Clerk
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